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Abstract
In this study, personal characteristics of young alumni, graduates of the last 
decade, were analyzed in order to better determine which alumni were more likely to be 
philanthropic at a small public liberal arts institution. Examination of personal 
characteristics (gender, age, alumni activity, marital status, proximity to campus, number 
of children, major, undergraduate involvement, and the involvement with a student 
philanthropic program) was measured against personal philanthropic institutional giving. 
This study determined which characteristics, of young alumni at the institution of interest, 
explained the positive relationship to the alumnus’ probability to donate. Engagement 
strategies for this group were determined by identifying the most likely young alumni 
donor.
The results of this study indicated that alumni relations and advancement 
professionals at the small public liberal arts institution studied would identify the most 
common young alumni donor in the young alumna (female) between the ages of 27 and 
31. The most common young alumna donor is married or with partner, has a household 
income level of over $50,000, has zero children, was highly involved as a student and 
holds a bachelors degree of management. The most philanthropic young alumna was 
active as a student, participating in more than five extracurricular activities in her tenure 
on campus. Highly involved and engaged alumni are more likely to remain engaged with 
their alma mater; therefore, are more likely to make contributions. The research findings 
suggest that engaging young alumni before and shortly succeeding graduation is 
exceedingly important.
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CHAPTER ONE 
Introduction
When comparing philanthropic giving, alumni bom after 1981 are more likely to 
give than older generations of alumni (Campbell and Company, 2008). Consequently, 
new younger audiences are now targeted for charitable donations during these current 
economic downturns (Holmes, 2007). In this study, personal characteristics of young 
alumni were examined to better determine which alumni are most likely to be 
philanthropic at a small public liberal arts institution. This research used a predictive 
model to identify the quintessential young alumni donor through identifying the positive 
relationship of personal characteristics of alumni with their probability to donate. 
Purpose of this Study
The purpose of this study was to examine the personal characteristics of young 
alumni and distinguish which characteristics inspired institutional giving at small public 
liberal arts institutions. Personal characteristics of each respondent were analyzed in 
relationship to their personal giving status to test whether such characteristics as age, 
gender, and marital status had a positive effect on giving (Mesch, Rooney, Chin & 
Steinberg, 2006). More detailed hypotheses will be included in the methods section 
within chapter three. The examination of personal characteristics were important to this 
study as the goal was to identify characteristics and factors which contribute to 
motivating young alumni to give back to their alma mater. The research tested the 
significance of young alumni personal characteristics (gender, alumni involvement, 
marital status, geographical proximity to campus, number of children, major, and 
undergraduate student involvement) in relation to their personal philanthropic
COMMON CHARACTERISTICS OF A YOUNG ALUMNI DONOR 1
institutional giving. Philanthropic institutional giving is defined in this study as at least a 
onetime monetary gift to the institution and is self-reported. Research in this area is 
timely and important due to increasingly difficult economic hardships and decreased 
workforces. Hence, it is effective and necessary to target a new younger, audience for 
philanthropic gifts (Holmes, 2007).
Data for this research was gathered through an electronic survey of a random 
sampling of young alumni from a small public liberal arts satellite campus of a 
Midwestern tier one university. Contact information for the survey respondents was 
obtained through the institutional database. Survey data were analyzed using descriptive 
statistics and measures of difference testing.
Significance of Study
Generosity is a mature tradition among Americans; according to the Giving USA 
Foundation, charitable contributions in the United States increased by one percent with 
an inflation-adjusted basis in 2007. There are assortments of theories that help explain 
what motivates individuals to selflessly donate their monies to charity. However, the 
body of research in this area remains relatively small. Institutions of higher education 
would benefit from a deeper understanding of the characteristics that inspire alumni 
giving behaviors. This study closely examined the giving characteristics of young alumni 
(alumni graduates of the last decade).
There has been little research that examined young alumni motivations for giving. 
Previous studies have acknowledged that an alumnus giving is a complex experience
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most often determined by three sets of variables: college or university characteristics, 
student characteristics, and institutional efforts to solicit funds (Baade & Sundberg,
1996). In their examination of the difference among occasional and consistent donors, 
Wunnava and Lauze (2000) determined that volunteering for the college, major in social 
science division, residence in states with alumni chapters, and employment within the 
financial sector most strongly influenced alumni giving. Alumni with relatives who have 
attended the university and those who have played a varsity sport during college were 
very likely to donate (Wunnava & Lauze, 2000). A common characteristic among 
institutions with more generous alumni contributions were institutions with athletic 
and/or academic prestige (Holmes, 2007). Studies that examined the relationship 
management theory among development offices and donors suggested a higher level of 
trust and indicated a more consistent and more philanthropic donor (Waters, 2008).
Setting
The population of this research study was young alumni (graduates of the last 
decade, 1999-2009) of a small public liberal arts institution of the Midwest. The sample 
used for this study was a random selection of young alumni from the small public liberal 
arts institution in the Midwest. The study was conducted through an electronic survey, 
taking a randomly selected sample of research subjects from the institutional database in 
the alumni relations and annual giving office. This sample was representative of the 
population of young alumni from this small public liberal arts institution. Thus, the 
results could be applied to other young alumni at similar small public liberal arts 
institutions.
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Assumptions and Limitations
As mentioned above, results of this study may be applicable to similar small 
public liberal arts institutions. However, each organization varies in their individual 
unique way and readers should be cautioned not to generalize results. This study was not 
meant to oversimplify the act of young alumni giving and generalize personal 
characteristics of potential donors. Rather, this study hoped to further the understanding 
of potential young alumni donors at a small public liberal arts institution in the Midwest. 
Results could be compared to similar institutes, but should not be the exclusive basis for 
decision making among development offices. Further assumptions lie with the 
researcher. As a member of the defined research population the researcher holds strong 
feelings toward the institution studied. Having completed my undergraduate degree and 
now employed by the institution, I have strong biases towards the organization and have 
internal knowledge of past survey participation, which has been very responsive. 
However, the use of a quantitative method and survey data collecting method enabled the 
researcher to maintain objectivity. The data was used to generalize a young alumni donor 
at a small public liberal arts institution of the Midwest.
Another limitation to this study was the possibility that those young alumni who 
did not respond to the survey may have replied differently, thus affecting the percentages 
and comparisons of the quantitative data.
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Definitions
Important terms that will be used throughout this study include the following:
• Young Alumni - graduates of the last decade (graduation years between 
1999-2009);
• Donor - An alumnus or friend who has given monetary support to the 
institution at least one time;
• Undergraduate Involvement - an alumnus who was involved in at least 
two student activities while attending the university;
• Proximity to Campus - an alumnus who lives within 100 miles of the 
campus;
• Student Philanthropic Program - an alumnus who participated in a staff 
and student organized philanthropy program while attending the 
university, such as the senior legacy program.
Summary
Today, more than ever, philanthropic giving is one force that propels many higher 
education institutions to withstand and sustain in the future. Reliable and current typical 
alumni giving characteristics can increase efficiencies within development offices. 
Through identifying common young alumni characteristics, development work can focus 
on the typical young alumni donor rather than spend time and money on those unlikely to 
donate. This increases the efficiency and monetary support for institutions. Because 
members of the generation Y demographic, alumni bom after 1981 tend to be more
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philanthropic than older generations and give for different reasons this study focused on 
young alumni philanthropic giving characteristics. This study attempted to specifically 
identify those donors who were most likely to support a small public liberal arts 
institution upon graduation. The following literature and other studies examining 
motives were relevant to this study.
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CHAPTER TWO 
Literature Review
Teaching philanthropy, formally and informally, in higher education helps to 
create a culture of philanthropy among the institution as whole. Students learn the 
importance of philanthropy through seeing the benefits and results of giving back 
(Berkshire, 2007). Generation Y demographers (the average age of students and young 
alumni) are the main audience which include anyone bom between 1977 and 2002 
(Greene, 2003). Generation Y is important to not just philanthropy, but also society as 
they are comparable in size to the baby-boom generation. This generation also grew up 
using the internet and is accustomed to being tremendously bombarded with information. 
About 44% already participate in community service or volunteer activities. Many of 
these activities stem from graduation requirements in high school (Greene, 2003). This 
new generation of donors yearns to make a difference. They have also seen great effects 
of philanthropy in nonprofit organizations helping during times of turmoil (Strout, 2006).
Colleges and universities continue to see an increase in voluntary philanthropic 
support. This support comes especially from alumni who account for 28% of the support, 
the largest source. About $25 billion was raised by colleges and universities in 2004, an 
increase of 9.7% over 2003. Alumni support represented 7.1%of total institutional 
expenditures (Holmes, 2007). Despite these encouraging statistics, the philanthropic 
research on young alumni was lacking.
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The purpose of this review was to examine the culture of philanthropy, 
specifically, the motivations of young alumni donors. Targeting potential donors and 
teaching philanthropy is also a way to ensure the future of the philanthropy sector. Three 
predominant themes emerged from the literature surrounding higher education 
philanthropy. This review summarized these themes; donor motivation factors, specific 
programming, and participation strategies. It provided a historical overview of the 
literature and will summarize challenges within the philanthropy field and gaps in the 
research.
The definition of philanthropy has remained constant for many years. “Goodwill 
to fellow men; and active effort to promote human welfare; a philanthropic act or gift; or 
an organization distributing or supported by philanthropic funds,” is the Merriam- 
Webster (2009) philanthropy definition. For the purpose of this study, contributing a 
monetary philanthropic gift will be the definition used. This study specifically focused 
on philanthropic behavior among younger generations in higher education.
Donor Motivation Factors
Several theories of alumni giving behavior have been examined in the literature. 
The absence of research on young alumni motivated to give to small liberal arts colleges 
has created a gap in donor motivation research (Bruggink & Siddiqui, 1995). Waters 
(2008) raised an important initial question, “Is a strong relationship with a donor an 
indication that he or she may be more likely to give to an organization?” (p. 74). Waters 
(2008) survey was based on four dimensions of relationship quality measurement: trust, 
commitment, satisfaction, and control mutuality. Waters theory was supported, which
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found that donors who made more than one contribution felt a stronger relationship than 
one-time givers. For this reason and due to an increasing number of non-profit 
organizations in the United States, several models have been used to predict donor 
motivation factors. These models can provide useful information for alumni relations 
and annual giving offices to help recruit donors for their institutions and maximize 
responses among individual donors (Hibbert & Home,1996).
Most of the research used quantitative analysis to predict donor behavior using 
donations or dollars received as the dependent variable. Predictor variables included: 
income, marital status, gender, size of family, employment sector, age, Greek 
involvement, activity involvement, major, relatives attending college, athletic 
participation, study abroad experience, level of education, and current geographical 
location.
Bruggink and Siddiqui (1995) used an econometric model to analyze five years of 
alumni donations data in order to identify factors which influenced giving. They also 
measured their magnitude. The study relied on information acquired by the College 
Relations and Alumni Affairs departments of a liberal arts college through results of 
surveys administered at five year reunions. The study found that income level had the 
greatest effect on alumni giving behavior. Bruggink and Siddiqui (1995) also noted 
giving levels increased with age and the level of student involvement. They suggested 
directing fundraising efforts towards active alumni, engineering majors, single alumni, 
and former members of fraternities and sororities (Bruggink & Siddiqui, 1995).
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A similar study, modeled by Wunnava and Lauze (2001), used micro-level data 
from a small liberal arts college to examine giving behaviors of consistent donors (donors 
who contribute annually) as well as in-consistent donors (those who contribute 
intermittently) over a 23 year period. They identified several characteristics important to 
donating including volunteering for the college, major in the social science division, 
language school attendance, residence in states with alumni chapters, employment within 
the financial sector, alumni with relatives who have attended the college, and athletes.
Holmes (2007) conducted an alumni giving study using 15 years of data at a 
highly selective liberal arts college. The focus of this study examined whether increases 
in athletic or academic prestige of the institution were accompanied by more generous 
alumni contributions. In her research, Holmes analyzed United States News and World 
Report rankings and the average win-loss record for the hockey team (the private liberal 
arts college’s most prominent athletic team), while also studying personal characteristics 
such as those listed above. Holmes used a probit framework to analyze the probability of 
an alumnus making a donation and a tobit framework to analyze alumni generosity. A 
probit analysis is a type of regression used to analyze binomial response variables. It 
describes the behavior of a count variable, X, if certain conditions apply. In Holmes 
research, the alumnus donation was variable X. Similarly, a tobit analysis is an 
econometric model used to describe the relationship between a non-negative dependent 
variable (alumni giving) and an independent variable (alumni characteristics).
The results of Holmes (2007) research indicated that the alumni office ought to 
concentrate their efforts on donors possessing the following qualities: female, married
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graduates, those who live in wealthy neighborhoods and preferably close to the 
institution. Other positive factors of philanthropic alumni were those most active during 
their undergraduate years, those who have attended previous alumni events, natural 
science majors, and those working in the banking and finance, technology, government, 
or non-profit sectors (Holmes, 2007).
Specific Programs
Most recently, a small number of colleges and universities have implemented 
programs which offer degrees in nonprofit leadership, such as Arizona State University 
and the University of Minnesota (Strout, 2006). Until recently, attaining a graduate 
degree or enrolling in a certificate program were the only options to earn credentials 
needed to lead a nonprofit organization (Strout, 2006). This change stemmed from the 
recent trend of teaching youth the importance of philanthropy which formally began in 
the United States in the late 1980s and early 1990s.
At an institution in Fredericksburg, Virginia, the philanthropy course offered 
students an immediate look at the inside workings of the world of philanthropy. Students 
selected real organizations and gave real money away (Berkshire, 2007). Similarly, 
“Since 2003, Ms. Buffett’s Sunshine Lady Foundation, in Willmington, North Carolina, 
has provided $300,000 to support philanthropy classes at the University of Mary 
Washington, Cornell University, Davidson College, and the University of Virginia. 
Classes were full of interested and inspired students as the idea of real money was 
appealing, but they also learned a lot about non-profit organizations and philanthropy 
(Berkshire, 2007). A professor who taught a philanthropy course said, “To have it 
funneled through young people who might give money away in the future means that
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we’re getting so much more out of those dollars” (as cited in Berkshire, 2007, p. 5). 
Consequently, Santovec (2005) highlighted the purpose of student philanthropy which 
was to inculcate the habit of giving. At the University of Alabama, their goal was 100% 
student participation (Santovec, 2005). Likewise, schools were finding it easier to solicit 
from current students when the cause benefited current students such as themselves 
which is discussed in further detail below.
Participation Strategies
Philanthropist, Sheila Johnson stated that “colleges must teach their students the 
virtues of philanthropy if they hope to produce graduates who will give back to their 
institutions and to society at large,” (as cited in Field, 2007, p. 1). Higher education 
institutions were implementing strategies to achieve these ideas. Many schools without 
formal academic programs in philanthropy were finding ways to incorporate student 
philanthropy within existing curriculum.
One example included Xavier University in Cincinnati where students, who sign 
up for courses on various subjects such as theology, biology, or accounting, were 
increasingly likely to find philanthropy included on the syllabus (Berkshire, 2007). In 
addition, Drozdowski (2007) claimed that in order to increase participation and 
engagement, institutions must continue searching and uncovering those good stories and 
finding better ways of telling them. Connecting with students and alumni emotionally, 
while inspiring them to give was important. Santovec (2005) maintained that affinity was 
more important than affordability, “colleges and universities need to ask students to 
contribute to specific campus causes, particularly those the students themselves find 
important,” (2005, p. 1). She also mentioned ways in which to connect with students,
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such as e-mail, fliers around campus, and class visits. Crestinger (1999) recommended a 
strategy in which the focus remained heavily on the students and the adult involvement 
was limited. Success was achieved as adults acted more as a mentor or facilitator. The 
author stated that this behavior allowed “youth members to feel a sense of freedom to 
create without the potential imposition of adult ideas and influence,” (Crestinger, 1999, p. 
6). Although the collective body of research has guided institutions in how to influence 
participation, it did not reveal the characteristics that motivate young alumni to donate to 
their alma mater.
Overcoming Challenges
A number of barriers may lead to preventing the successful engagement of young 
alumni. Kaplan (as cited in King, 2008, p. 1) argued that, “The challenge to colleges is to 
engage their young alumni early so that when they have the capacity to make more 
substantial gifts, they will include their alma mater in their philanthropic plans.” 
Drozdowski (2007) affirmed that just 12 % of alumni currently support their alma mater, 
nationwide. McKey, listed several obstacles institutions face when trying to stay in 
contact with alumni, “They’re mobile. They’re going through graduate school and 
moving on, taking jobs outside of the country, there’s lots of reasons they’re difficult to 
find,” (as cited in King, 2008, p. 2). In addition, the trick became staying in contact with 
this technologically savvy generation of graduates that moved around a lot (King, 2008). 
Finally, there was also concern surrounding the weak economy and the “concern that 
alumni giving could flatten or even decrease if the economy doesn’t improve” (King, 
2008, p. 1). Despite the challenges, successfully attracting students while they are still on
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campus by targeting specific donor behavior has significant advantages. President 
Cooper of Northern Kentucky University, noted that “Three years out, 80 percent of the 
students are telling us that they’ve made a donation to a nonprofit since taking the class” 
(as cited in Berkshire, 2007, p. 5). Furthermore, through the successful engagement of 
youth in philanthropy and creating a sense of community, students were less likely to 
experience problems such as gang activity, alcohol and drug abuse, violence, and 
vandalism (Crestinger, 1999).
Because of these significant effects, the research has found that a connection to 
campus can mean a lifetime of giving. Schools were spending more energy pursuing 
donations from recent graduates (King, 2008). “A decade or two ago, campuses didn’t 
usually approach alumni until they had a few years after graduation to establish 
themselves financially. Since then, however, campuses have been turning to younger and 
younger alumni. Likewise, they are turning to younger and younger students” (Santovec, 
2005, p.2). Teitelbaum (2008) found that after students were involved with philanthropy, 
many of them showed further interest in non-profit organizations, such as their alma 
maters. Utilizing the modeling behind alumni donor behavior, campuses can successfully 
attract, retain, and raise more funds from alumni. Due to the lack of research behind 
young alumni donor behavior and philanthropy education, there was a need and a lot to 
gain from predicting successful young alumni donor behavior. This study identified 
characteristics of those young alumni most likely to donate to the small liberal arts 
institution in the Midwest.
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CHAPTER 3
Methodology
The purpose of this study was to examine specific demographics of young alumni 
donors to analyze the personal characteristics that inspire institutional giving at a small 
public liberal arts institution. This research sought to identify the likelihood of donors 
financially contributing to the institution using descriptive statistics and testing measures 
of difference. The study examined relationships among independent variables (gender, 
age, alumni involvement, marital status, geographical location, number of children, 
major, undergraduate student involvement, and their involvement with a student 
philanthropic program) and the dependent variable (personal philanthropic institutional 
giving). Philanthropic institutional giving was defined in this study as having donated 
financially to the institution in the past at any level. It is important to mention that 
institutional giving was self-reported in this study by survey participants. This study 
determined which characteristics, of young alumni at the small public liberal arts 
institution, explained the positive relationship with the alumnus’ probability to donate. 
The research assisted in identifying the most likely young alumni donor characteristics. 
The results of the study were also used to identify engagement strategies for this young 
alumni group.
This chapter will first describe the research population and sample. The 
development of the questionnaire will be described. The chapter will conclude with a 
description of the process used to gather and analyze the data.
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Setting and Participants
This study relied on data collected through an electronic survey sent to a sample 
population of young alumni with valid electronic mail addresses on file from the 
institution. Therefore, the study relied on young alumni with electronic mail addresses, 
which represented 75% of the young alumni population at the institution. All 
respondents, graduates of the last decade at the institution, were granted full anonymity in 
order to encourage truthful and straightforward responses to the questionnaire. 
Additionally, honest answers were promoted through administration of an electronic 
questionnaire versus phone calls, interviews, or group administered surveys (Cohen, 
2009).
The population of the study included young alumni, graduates of the last decade, 
from the institution being studied. The total population of young alumni at the public 
liberal arts institution was 3,976 in fiscal year 2009. The sample size of 356 was 
calculated using a 95% confidence level with a confidence interval of five. Based on the 
institutional database records, the population was predominantly living near a 
metropolitan area located approximately three hours from the institution, accounting for 
40% of the alumni population. Approximately 10% of young alumni lived within the city 
limits of the institution. The median age among young alumni at this institution was 28 
years, 11% were married, and 51% have attended an alumni event provided by the 
Alumni Association of the institution.
Electronic mail addresses of the sample were collected from the institution’s 
alumni records through a simple random sampling procedure. All 2,974 electronic mail 
addresses of young alumni were copied and pasted into a column in an EXCEL
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spreadsheet. Then, in the column directly next to the electronic mail addresses, the 
function =RAND() was pasted; which is EXCEL's way of putting a random number 
between 0 and 1 in the cells. Then, both columns were sorted, the list of electronic mail 
addresses and the random number, by the random numbers. This rearranged the list in 
random order from the lowest to the highest random number. Then, the first 356 names 
in this sorted list were used to obtain a simple random sample for survey use.
The final rate of return for the administered electronic survey was 20.2% from a 
total of 72 survey respondents. Survey respondents included past and current donors, 
non-donors; all graduates of the past decade from the institution. Additionally, the 
sample included individuals at various positions in their lives. The variety of alumni and 
the large sample size were considered likely to increase the generalizability of the 
research (Cohen, 2009).
Participation in this study was voluntary and all responses were self-reported. In 
response to initial contact through electronic mail, all 72 respondents indicated their 
consent and willingness to participate in the project.
In December 2009, the Institutional Review Board (IRB) Social and Behavioral 
Sciences Committee at the University of Minnesota determined the study to be exempt 
from review under exempt category two. Under federal guidelines, exempt category two 
relates to research involving the use of survey procedures. Appendix A includes a copy 
of the letter of approval from the IRB. The copy of the letter granting permission to use 
the institutional records and the consent form electronically sent to participants are 
included in Appendices B and D, respectively. A change of protocol form was sent to the 
Institutional Review Board in January 2010 requesting additional subjects to participate
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in the survey. The Institutional Review Board: Social and Behavioral Sciences 
Committee at the University of Minnesota approved the additional number of subjects. 
This approval form is included in Appendix C.
Research Design and Procedures
An electronic questionnaire was deemed most appropriate for this study. 
Electronic mail was sent to respondents on February 25, 2010 with the following 
language:
Young Alumni Donor Study: A UMM alumna and graduate student in the Master 
of Education program at UMD is conducting a study correlating personal 
demographics with young alumni philanthropy. This research study has been 
approved by the University of Minnesota Institutional Review Board. 
Participation in this study is anonymous and will involve a 3-5 minute online 
survey; your time is greatly appreciated.
To participate, click here: http://www.surveymonkey.com/s/JYXMQHL
You are eligible to participate if:
• You are over 18 years old
• You are a graduate of the last decade at the University of Minnesota, 
Morris.
This survey will be available online through Wednesday, March 10, 2010.
Data were collected by means of a questionnaire, attached as Appendix E. Every 
response was self-reported in this electronic questionnaire. All of the items included on 
the survey were closed-ended questions to help generate comparisons through statistical 
analysis (Cohen, 2009). The majority of the items, nine questions, were nominal scale
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data and the remaining two items were based on an ordinal scale. The ordinal scale items 
were based on a four point scale from “highly involved” to “not involved” and “less 
involved”. The questionnaire commenced with “non-threatening questions that 
respondents can readily answer” (Cohen 2009, p. 337). The middle section contained 
more sensitive questions, while the last section concluded with high-interest questions to 
encourage completion and submission of the survey.
Empirical evidence suggested that females tend to be more philanthropic than 
males (Mesch, Rooney, Chin & Steinberg, 2006). Additionally, economic research 
provided indicators that increase the likelihood of giving among certain demographic 
groups, particularly race and marital status (Mesch, Rooney, Chin & Steinberg, 2006). 
This study attempted to determine significance of demographic information of age, 
gender, and marital status with philanthropic giving. The first section (questions one, two 
and three) of the electronic questionnaire focused on the above demographic items. 
Further, studies have proved that philanthropic giving and income have a positive 
correlation (Holmes, 2007). Therefore, income level was studied as a factor related to the 
propensity to give along with two additional household information items. These relate 
to geographic location in order to test the theory of alumni being more likely to give 
when living in close proximity to the campus. Also, the number of children was 
surveyed to determine if the size of one’s family had a negative relationship to giving. 
This household information was included on the central portion of the questionnaire 
(questions four, five, and six). The final section of the questionnaire (questions seven, 
eight, nine, and ten) included involvement items. Two of these items asked the 
respondents to self evaluate their student and alumni involvement at their undergraduate
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institution based on the number of organizations they belonged to and the number of 
alumni events they had attended. The remaining two items in this last section asked 
respondents for their undergraduate majors and if they had participated in a student 
philanthropy program while they attended the public liberal arts institution. These final 
questions were included to determine if the theory that involvement creates nostalgia for 
one’s alma mater, would have a positive relationship to giving as hypothesized below. 
The final question of the questionnaire asked respondents to report if participants were 
donors of the institution, the dependent variable.
Given the empirical research and literature, the following hypotheses were 
predicted for the study in relation to personal demographics, household information, and 
student and alumni involvement with institutional giving:
• Hypothesis 1: Females will be more likely to make a donation to an 
institution;
• Hypothesis 2: Age will be positively correlated with intuitional giving;
• Hypothesis 3: Student involvement, measured by the number of 
organizations, holding membership at the undergraduate level will have a 
positive effect on the alumnus’ propensity to donate;
• Hypothesis 4: Marital status will have a negative effect on the probability 
of an alumnus making a donation to an institution; therefore, being single 
increases the likelihood of alumni donations;
• Hypothesis 5: The closer an alumnus lives to the campus, the greater 
probability of the alumnus being a donor to the institution;
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• Hypothesis 6: Number of children will have negative effect on the 
propensity to donate;
• Hypothesis 7: The undergraduate major of an alumnus will have a 
positive effect on their propensity to donate;
• Hypothesis 8: The alumnus’ participation within a student philanthropic 
program while on campus will have a positive effect on their propensity to 
donate;
• Hypothesis 9: The more involved an alumnus is with their alma mater, 
measured by number of events attended, will have a positive correlation 
with their probability of donating to the institution;
• Hypothesis 10: Income will be positively correlated with philanthropic 
giving.
The three classes of variables studied included demographics, household, and 
involvement information. This self-reported data was used to determine the likelihood 
that a young alumnus would make a contribution to the institution studied. The study 
intended to identify the most likely demographics of a young alumni donor. The three 
classes were defined in the following manner:
1. General demographic information included age, gender, and marital status to 
identify a positive relationship with giving.
2. Household information included geographic living location, household income, 
and number of children living at home to gauge the relationship of one living 
closer to the institution and making a gift with higher levels of income inspiring 
philanthropy, and the number of children affecting the propensity to give.
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3. Involvement information measured the student involvement based on the number 
of organizations participated in as a student; alumni involvement measured by the 
number of alumni events attended; participation in a student philanthropy 
program while on campus; and the undergraduate major(s) affecting the statistical 
significance of institutional giving.
Table 1 depicts the relationship among questions included on the survey and how they 
relate to the hypothesis and variables included.
Table 1
COMMON CHARACTERISTICS OF A YOUNG ALUMNI DONOR
Variable and Hypothesis Relationship
Variable Name Hypothesis Item on Questionnaire
Independent Variable: 
Demographics (age, gender, 
marital status)
Hypotheses 1, 2 and 4 See questions 1, 2, and 3
Independent Variable: 
Household Information 
(geographic location, 
household income, number 
of children)
Hypotheses 5, 6, and 10 See questions 4, 5, and 6: 
geographic location in 
relation to the campus
Independent Variable: 
Involvement (student and 
alumni involvement, 
undergraduate major)
Hypotheses 3, 7, 8, and 9 See questions 7, 8, 9, and 
10: student involvement 
measured by participation 
among organization, alumni 
involvement measured by
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alumni event attendance
Dependent Variable: 
Philanthropic Giving
See all hypotheses See question 11: self- 
reported giving
Data Gathering and Analysis
Records obtained from the institution enabled access to electronic mail addresses 
of young alumni. Respondent access to the internet was assured and completed responses 
were requested within two weeks. Additionally, the list of electronic mail addresses and 
final sample used for the study omitted alumni on the “do not contact” list. This was an 
insignificant number of the overall population, accounting for less than two percent.
A pilot test was conducted through a simple random sample of members from the 
population; these respondents were then omitted from the actual study. The pilot 
questionnaire provided useful information through comments and suggestions which led 
to the omission of one question, removal of additional categories for two questions, and 
re-structuring of one question to be most appropriate for the audience intended.
The data was collected from February 25, 2010 through March 10, 2010 via an 
electronic mail solicitation directing respondents to the online questionnaire. There was 
also a reminder electronic mail message that was sent on March 4, 4010 which included 
the same language as above, however included a “*Reminder*” to the subject line. A 
total of 72 surveys were completed and submitted. Once all responses were obtained, the 
data was transferred to an Excel file manually from the individual questionnaire 
responses. This data was then transferred to the statistical software package, Statistical 
Package for Social Sciences (SPSS), directly from the Excel file through the Data Editor
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Window. Questionnaire responses were coded prior to sending the electronic survey to 
ensure accurate data analysis. The coding scheme used for this study is included in 
Appendix G.
After the data entry was complete, descriptive statistics and measures of 
difference were used to analyze the determinants of alumni giving to the public liberal 
arts institution. This analysis assisted in identifying the most common characteristics of 
young alumni donors. Variables were also tested to determine which variables were 
statistically significant for the young alumni propensity to give.
The following statistical tests were used to determine the reliability of the 
study conducted.
Chi-square test.
The chi-square test was used to measure “the difference between a statistically 
generated expected result and an actual result to see if there is a statistically significant 
difference between the two or to observe if the frequencies observed are significance” 
(Cohen, 2009, p. 525).
Frequencies.
At the simple level one, the data was presented in terms of frequencies and 
percentages. Additionally, the summary statistics for the sample are included in 
Appendix H.
Potential threats to validity of the research included.
History.
One higher education institution was the sole population of young alumni studied 
so that they were very likely to have similar undergraduate involvement opportunities.
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Maturation.
Self-reported age, gender, and income level items were tested as effects in the 
statistical analysis to determine the likelihood of giving to the institution.
Instrumentation.
The questionnaire used was sent electronically and required all respondents to 
have access to their electronic mail addresses within the two week time period allowed.
Selection.
Members of the population without electronic mail addresses were not included. 
Summary
Review and analysis of the data collected through the online questionnaire 
revealed influential evidence to present generalizations revealing comparisons among 
personal demographics of young alumni donors and the likelihood of philanthropic 
activity. This statistical evidence will be presented in the narrative form and discussed 
thoroughly in the following chapter.
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CHAPTER FOUR 
Results and Discussion
This chapter describes the results of the research undertaken to identify and 
compare personal demographics with young alumni and philanthropy at a small public 
liberal arts institution in the Midwest. These results are the summary and analysis of the 
data gathered through an online survey sent to a young alumni sample of a public liberal 
arts institution as described in chapter three. As previously stated, this study applied 
descriptive statistics and measures of difference to determine the statistical significance 
of responses. The first section of this chapter presents demographic data regarding the 
sample population participants. The second section contains an analysis of the survey 
results as they apply to the online survey.
Demographic Data Analysis
Survey participants
Young alumni participating in the survey consisted of 72 respondents, 
representing 20% of the sample young alumni population. Of the survey participants, 48 
were female (66.7%) and 24 were male (33.3%) as shown in Table 2. The majority of 
respondents were between the ages of 27 and 31 (51.4%) with the second largest age 
group being young alumni 26 years of age and younger (40.3%). Table 2 also depicts 
that half (50.0%) of all survey participants indicated a relationship status of married 
and/or with partner and 32 (44.4%) respondents selected single as their relationship 
status. The majority of respondents lived within the metropolitan area (9 county area) 
approximately three hours from the campus studied, representing 37 (51.4%) of survey 
participants. The second largest geographical location selected was “out of state”,
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representing 17 (23.6%) of survey takers. The total survey mode results are listed in 
Table 2.
Table 2
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Total Survey Participant Results (n = 72)
Variables Mode Response
Gender Female (66.7%)
Age 27 to 31 years (51.4%)
Marital Status Married/with Partner (50%)
Geographical Location Metropolitan Area (51.4%)
Income $50,000 - $74,999 (30.1%)
Children 0 (80.8%)
Student Involvement Somewhat Involved (37%)
Alumni Involvement Less Involved (50.7%)
Major Biology (10%)
Young alumni donor participants
Of the 72 survey respondents, 22 qualified as young alumni donors through self- 
reporting a financial contribution to the institution. Approximately 6% of the sample 
population was young alumni donor respondents (22), which made up 30.5% of the 
survey respondents. Of the donor survey participants, 31.8% were male and the 
remaining 68.2% were female (as shown in Table 3); all respondents completed the 
gender question. Table 3 also depicts the majority of the donor respondents were 
between ages 27 and 31, similar to the total survey respondent’s statistics. Of the donor 
respondents, 40.9% participants selected an income level of $50,000 - $74,999 as their 
household income as shown in Table 3. Conversely, just 4.5% of the donor participants
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indicated an income level of $30,000 or below which supports Holmes’ (2007) research 
suggesting that income and philanthropic giving have a positive correlation. The 
majority of donor survey respondents, 81.8%, indicated having zero children living at 
their home. Also, 68.2% of young alumni donor survey participants indicated a female 
gender, which supports the research conducted by Mesch, Rooney, Chin & Steinberg 
(2006) that females tend to be more philanthropic than males. The mode responses of 
donor survey respondents are listed in Table 3 as contrasted with non-donor participant 
mode responses.
Young alumni non-donor participants
Self-reported non-donors participating in the survey consisted of 50 
respondents as shown in Table 3. Non-donors are those who have not made a financial 
contribution to their alma mater. This represented approximately 14% of the sample 
population and 69.4% of the total survey respondents. Of the non-donor survey 
participants, 32.6% were male and the remaining 67.4% were female; all respondents 
completed the question. The majority of non-donor respondents were ages 26 or under, 
which varies slightly from donor respondent statistics as noted in Table 3. The age results 
supported the research conducted by Mesch, Rooney, Chin & Steinberg in 2006 that age 
and giving have a positive correlation. As represented in Table 3, of the non-donor 
respondents, 34.8% participants selected an income level below $30,000 as their 
household income and just 4.3% of participants indicated an income level of $100,000 or 
above. This supported Holmes’ (2007) research which suggested that philanthropic 
giving and income have a positive relationship. This figure also contrasts the young 
alumni donor respondent income research (mode = $50,000 - $74,999) and also
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supported Holmes (2007) theory as illustrated in Table 3. Most young alumni have not 
started families yet as the study found 82.6% of young alumni non-donor respondents 
reported having zero children living at their home. Further, 67.4% of young alumni non- 
donor survey participants indicated a female gender. This is slightly less than the number 
of female donor respondents as shown in Table 3, which supports the research conducted 
by Mesch, Rooney, Chin & Steinberg (2006). In their study, Mesch, Rooney, Chin & 
Steinberg found that females tend to be more philanthropic than males. However, an 
overwhelming 66.7% of total respondents were female, which may have affected the 
results. The non-donor mode responses of survey participants are listed in Table 3 as 
contrasted with donor participant mode responses.
Table 3
COMMON CHARACTERISTICS OF A YOUNG ALUMNI DONOR
Characteristics of Young Alumni (Donor and Non-Donor) Participants
Total Survey 
Participants (n = 72)
Young Alumni Donor 
Participants (n = 22)
Young Alumni Non-Donor 
Participants (n = 50)
Variable Mode response n % Mode response n %
Age 27-31 17 77.3 26 and under 26 56.5
Gender Female 15 68.2 Female 31 67.4
Marital Status Married/partner 15 68.2 Single 24 52.2
Geographical location Twin Cities 7 31.8 Twin Cities 27 58.7
Income $50,000 - $74,999 9 40.9 Under $30,000 16 34.8
Children 0 18 81.8 0 38 82.6
Student Involvement Highly Involved 10 45.5 Somewhat Involved 19 41.3
Alumni Involvement Less Involved 12 54.5 Less Involved 24 52.2
Major Management 5 22.7 Biology 4 8.5
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Significant Demographics
The results of the Pearson Chi-Square test revealed no variables to be statistically 
significant, using the chi-square significance test of greater than .8, based on the sample 
population results. However, consistent with the literature, gender was found to have the 
strongest relationship to donor tendencies (0.793) as depicted in Table 4. This was 
supported in the research results and data from the public liberal arts institution. Further, 
as shown in Table 4 marital status, student involvement and undergraduate major also 
had a stronger relationship to donor behavior (.660, .589, .652 respectively) than other 
variables, which supported previous research studies. From previous literature, marital 
status is considered to be a significant variable when studying philanthropic giving; 
however the conclusions vary among institutions. Holmes (2007) concluded that 
married/partnered alumni are more philanthropic; whereas, Mesch, Rooney, Chin & 
Steinberg (2006) and Bruggink and Siddiqui (1995) found that single alumni were more 
likely to give. Table 4 lists the survey variables and their equivalent chi-square results. 
Individual data results of the chi-square tests are found in Appendix H.
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Table 4
Pearson Chi-Square Analysis
Variable Pearson Chi-Square Significance Level
Age 0.033
Gender 0.793
Marital Status 0.660
Geographical Location 0.042
Income 0.007
Children 0.259
Student Involvement 0.589
Alumni Involvement 0.002
Major 0.652
Comparisons among Donors and Non-Donors
The study sought to determine the most common characteristics that comprise a 
young alumni donor through three classes of variables; demographics, household 
information, and involvement based on student and alumni information through the 11 
question electronic survey. They are defined below followed by the discussion of the 
study.
1. General demographic information included age, gender, and marital status to 
identify a positive relationship with giving.
There was a variance in age between donors and non-donors. The young alumni donor 
mode age response was the 27 to 31 years of age selection, while non-donors had a mode 
age of 26 years or younger response. This is illustrated in Table 5. These results 
supported the study conducted by Bruggink and Siddiqui (1995) which found that giving
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levels increased with age. The gender data also supported the research conducted in 2006 
by Mesch, Rooney, Chin & Steinberg that females tended to be more philanthropic than 
males. Females represented 68.2% of young alumni donor respondents. However, this 
variable may be slightly affected as 66.7% of the total survey respondents were female. 
The marital status data supported Holmes (2007) research that found married/partnered 
alumni to be more philanthropic than their single alumni counterparts. Young alumni 
married or with partner donors accounted for 68.2% as compared to 27.3% of single 
alumni respondents as shown in Table 5. However, this data is not consistent with the 
trend reported on by Mesch, Rooney, Chin & Steinberg (2006) and Bruggink and 
Siddiqui (1995) finding that single alumni were more philanthropic than married alumni. 
Whereas, studies indicated that gender tests among men and women are most compelling 
when single men and single women are studied (Mesch, Rooney, Chin & Steinberg,
2006). Nevertheless, marriage is thought to hold more significance than gender when 
studying and measuring philanthropic demographics (Johnson & Rosenfeld, cited in 
Mesch, Rooney, Chin & Steinberg, 2006).
Table 5
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General Demographic Comparison among Young Alumni Participants (Donors vs. Non- 
Donors)
General Demographic 
Information
Age (years) Gender Marital Status
Young Alumni Donor mode 27-31 Female Married/Partner
Young Alumni Non-Donor mode 26 and Under Female Single
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2. Household information included geographic living location, household income, 
and the number of children living at home to gauge the relationship of one living 
in close proximity to the institution and making a gift with higher levels of 
income inspiring philanthropy, and the number of children affecting the 
propensity to give.
The most striking variable among the data collected regarding household information was 
income level as demonstrated in Table 6. The data supported research conducted by 
Holmes in 2007 that income levels and philanthropic activity have a positive correlation. 
Among the young alumni population sample, donors indicated a mode income level of 
$50,000 - $74,999. Conversely, non-donors indicated a lesser mode income level of 
below $30,000 as shown in Table 6. These results illustrated and supported the study 
conducted by Bruggink and Siddiqui (1995) which stated that income level had the 
greatest effect on alumni giving behavior. Further, the data supported higher levels of 
income had a positive relationship with philanthropy. Another factor representing more 
disposable income is often signaled by having fewer children living at home (Holmes,
2007), which an overwhelming majority of young alumni respondents indicated. The 
data show that the majority of young alumni have zero children living at home as 
confirmed in Table 6. However, this also could be an alternative indicator representing 
the younger ages of the majority of young alumni participants. As mentioned in the 
previous chapter, the median age of young alumni at the institution studied was 28 years. 
The geographical location data was also consistent with the hypothesis that theorized the 
closer one lives to campus; the more likely they were to be philanthropic. Although the 
mode response did not support this theory as 52.1% of participants responded as living
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near the metropolitan area, located approximately three hours from the institution; 18.2% 
of young alumni donor respondents live within 60 miles of the public liberal arts 
institution. Conversely, just 6.4% of young alumni non-donors live within 60 miles of 
the institution. These results are illustrated in Table 7. This supported the research 
conducted by Holmes (2007) which stated that geographical locations in closer proximity 
to campus had a positive effect on giving.
Table 6
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Household Information Comparison among Survey Participants (Donors vs. Non- 
Donors)
Household Demographic 
Information
Geographical
Location
Household Income Number of Children 
living at home
Young Alumni Donor mode Metropolitan
area
$50,000 - $74,999 Zero
Young Alumni Non-Donor mode Metropolitan
area
Below $30,000 Zero
Table 7
Geographical Location Information (Donors vs. Non-Donors)
Geographical Variable 
Information
Within 60 miles from the Institution
(%)
Metropolitan Area 
(approximately 3 hours from the 
Institution) (%)
Young Alumni Donors 
mode
18.2 31.8
Young Alumni Non- 
Donors mode
6.4 58.7
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3. Involvement information measured the student involvement based on the number 
of organizations participated in as a student; alumni involvement measured by the 
number of alumni events attended; participation in a student philanthropy 
program while on campus; and the undergraduate major(s) affecting the statistical 
significance of institutional giving.
The data was consistent with the research that has found a connection to campus can 
mean a lifetime of giving as suggested by King (2008). Among young alumni donors, 
45.5% reported being highly involved as a student when attending the small public liberal 
arts institution. Conversely, just 27.7% of non-donors reported being highly involved as a 
student while on campus. The majority of non-donor responses, 42.6%, reported being 
only somewhat involved as students. These results are illustrated in Table 8. This 
supported the research studied in 1995 by Bruggink and Siddiqui that found giving levels 
increased with higher activity involvement as students on campus. Further, more non- 
donors reported being not involved as alumni (34.4%) compared to young alumni donors 
indicating being not involved as alumni at only 9.1% as shown in Table 8. The data 
supported Waters (2008) theory which found that donors who gave more than one 
contribution felt a stronger relationship than one-time givers. Only 51.4% of the survey 
respondents, just 9.7% of the sample population, answered the student philanthropy 
survey question. Hence, these results did not provide a large representative sample to 
analyze and use professionally. However, results depicted that successfully attracting 
students while they are still on campus, such as a student philanthropy program, by 
targeting specific donor behavior has significant effects on philanthropy as conducted by 
Berkshire (2007). Lastly, majors reported by young alumni were consistent with the
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research. A management major was found to be the most frequent response among 
young alumni participants, which supported the research of Wunnava and Lauze (2000) 
that determined a degree in the social science division as one of the most significant 
related to philanthropic behavior. These results are depicted in Table 8.
Table 8
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Involvement Demographic Information (Donors vs. Non-Donors)
Involvement Demographic 
Information
Student
Involvement
Alumni
Involvement
Student
Philanthropy
Program
Major
Young Alumni Donor 
mode
Highly
Involved
Somewhat
Involved
No Management
Young Alumni Non-Donor 
mode
Less Involved Less Involved No Biology
Summary
In summary, as observed above, nine of ten hypotheses were affirmed by the 
study presented and further support the previous research and literature in the field. The 
eighth hypothesis: the alumnus’ participation within a student philanthropic program 
while on campus will have a positive effect on their propensity to donate was not 
supported. This was most likely attributed to a large number of non responses (36 non- 
responses). The student philanthropy program, although previous studies (Crestinger, 
1999) observed a positive correlation with philanthropy when a student participated in 
such a program, was not found to be significant amongst the data to support the 
hypothesis. This may be attributed to the short three year tenure of the program at the 
small public liberal arts institution studied.
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CHAPTER FIVE 
Conclusion
The purpose of this study was to identify personal characteristics of young alumni 
in order to identify the likelihood of young alumni financially contributing to the 
institution. This final chapter includes a summary and conclusions of the research study, 
educational implications, and concludes with recommendations for future research. 
Discussion of Research Findings
Based on the research results, the most influential young alumni demographic at 
the small liberal arts institution when identifying philanthropy tendencies was income 
level as supported by Bruggink and Siddiqui (1995) as the data reported in chapter four. 
Engagement strategies also can be enhanced through identifying additional specific 
young alumni characteristics. Additionally, marital status has a large effect on giving as 
studied by Mesch, Rooney, Chin & Steinberg (2006) and depicted in the research results. 
For the most part, the survey results at the small liberal arts institution studied were 
consistent with the research trends. However, in some instances the data refuted previous 
literature and research. While, Bruggink and Siddiqui (1995) found that single alumni 
are more philanthropic, Holmes (2007) found married alumni to be more philanthropic. 
The data from this study supported the claims made by Holmes in 2007 that married 
alumni were more philanthropic than single alumni. The data showed 68.2% of young 
alumni donors were married or with partner versus 27.3% who were single. Conversely, 
52.2% of the young alumni non-donor sample population was single and 39.4% were 
married or with partner. This suggested at the public liberal arts institution, married 
young alumni tended to be more philanthropic.
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Age was also a strong indicator of young alumni philanthropy. The data from this 
study supported previous studies that indicated as alumni age, philanthropic activity is 
increased (Bruggink and Siddiqui, 11995). At the small public liberal arts institution, a 
young alumnus is more likely to give when they fall within the ages of 27 and 31 rather 
than ages 26 or under.
That data also supported the hypothesis that the closer an alumnus lives in 
proximity to campus, the more likely they were to give. The data depicted that 18.2% of 
young alumni donors lived within a 60 mile radius of the campus as compared to only 
6.4% of young alumni non-donors who lived in close proximity of the public liberal arts 
institution. Engagement strategies for this group of young alumni suggested there were 
possibilities for fundraising very near the institution. The mode of both donor and non- 
donor groups for the geographical location variable was the metropolitan area located 
approximately three hours from the institution. This was likely due to the overwhelming 
number of overall alumni who resided in this metropolitan area (73%) as opposed to the 
smaller, more rural area of the public liberal arts institution in the Midwest.
The hypothesis in reference to the number of children living at home holding a 
negative effect on the propensity to give was supported by the research data. An 
engulfing 81.8% of young alumni donors reported zero children living at their homes.
The vast majority of young alumni donors reported being involved with at least 
two extra-curricular activities as a student while attending the small public liberal arts 
institution depicting 81.8% of survey respondents. This supported the research 
conducted by Bruggink and Siddiqui in 1995 that found giving levels increased with
COMMON CHARACTERISTICS OF A YOUNG ALUMNI DONOR 38
higher activity involvement as students on campus, the data is representative of this 
young alumni characteristic and supported the hypothesis.
Lastly, undergraduate major of the sample population also affirmed the 
hypothesis that major has an effect on the philanthropic activity of young alumni. Even 
though it is not a largely influential variable, a young alumnus with a management degree 
was more likely to be philanthropic at the institution studied. This supported the research 
of Wunnava and Lauze (2000) that determined a degree in the social science division was 
one of the most significant related to philanthropic behavior.
Educational Implications
The literature on alumni giving has been reinforced by the findings in this study. 
Therefore, the study has indicated a typical young alumni donor at the small public 
liberal arts institution studied through the research conducted. Particularly, the research 
has indicated that alumni who live in close proximity to the campus are more 
philanthropic than those who do not. This finding suggests opportunities for more time 
and financially efficient fund raising strategies.
The study indicated that currently enrolled students who are involved and actively 
engaged in campus life were more likely to contribute financially to their alma mater 
upon graduation. This finding reinforced the need for additional attention to current 
students from a development standpoint. Additionally, this research has typically 
focused on larger, tier one universities and private institutions with large endowments as 
opposed to smaller, public institutions. Smaller, public institutions often have the largest 
to gain from additional development research. The results of this study supported 
findings from previous research which may improve institutional fund raising strategies
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by focusing on the most likely young alumni donors. Strategically improved fund raising 
initiatives will also enhance institutional fund raising for scholarships and grants for 
academically worthy students who might not otherwise have the opportunity to go to 
college.
The results of this study, completed at a small public liberal arts institution, have 
improved the understanding of donor behavior for advancement and alumni professionals 
at the institution. The research findings of this study were also used to identify further 
engagement strategies for this young alumni group.
However, a great deal of information continues to be unknown regarding alumni 
donor behavior throughout higher education. By taking forward steps in advancement 
research, the road has been paved for additional research tactics and techniques which 
will inspire and augment higher education experiences of many future students. 
Recommendations for Future Research
The findings and conclusions in this study lead to recommendations for further 
research and study as a result of the research conducted. First, additional studies are 
needed on different populations across various small public liberal arts institutions. 
Further, a more in-depth study on young alumni utilizing qualitative data obtained 
through focus groups or interviews would, perhaps, provide additional insights into the 
complexity of individual and group philanthropy. Third, additional study could be 
conducted on the difference of private versus public alumni giving at higher education 
institutions in order to determine if the institution itself has a significant effect on young 
alumni philanthropy. Also, additional information may be helpful if attained from the
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database of the institution; therefore, minimizing self-reported data and utilizing more 
data mined information which may be more accurate.
Additionally, in response to the one unsupported hypothesis regarding the student 
philanthropy program; future research ought to resume at the small public liberal arts 
institution after the philanthropy program has developed further. This may identify the 
usefulness of the program and further engagement and involvement strategies. Finally, 
additional studies may warrant research resolving the difference among young alumni 
and older generational giving to one’s alma mater.
Conclusion
In conclusion and in order to maximize philanthropic activity, alumni and 
advancement professionals at the small public liberal arts institution studied ought to 
focus on the young alumna (female) who is between the ages of 27 and 31, is married or 
with partner, has a household income level of over $50,000, has zero children, was highly 
involved as a student and holds a bachelors degree of management. The ideal young 
alumna was active as a student, participating in more than five extracurricular activities in 
her tenure on campus. As the research which has been presented depicts, highly involved 
and engaged alumni are more likely to remain engaged with their alma mater; therefore, 
are more likely to make contributions. These findings support previous evidence of the 
need to engage young alumni earlier. Finally, evidence shows that alumni who gave to 
their alma mater on an annual basis in the first five years after graduation gave eight 
times more to the institution by their 20th year reunion than those alumni who did not 
make a steady habit of giving within the first five years (Webber-Thrush, 2010).
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Notification of Institutional Review Board (IRB) Status
The IRB: Human Subjects Committee determined that the referenced study 
is exempt from review under federal guidelines 45 CFR Part 46.101)b) 
category #2 SURVEYS/INTERVIEWS; STANDARDIZED EDUCATIONAL TESTS; 
OBSERVATION OF PUBLIC BEHAVIOR.
Study Number: 0911E74433
Principal Investigator: Erin Christensen
Title(s):
The Young Alumnus? Propensity to Give: Identifying common 
characteristics of a young alumni donor at a small public liberal arts 
college.
This e-mail confirmation is your official University of Minnesota RSPP 
notification of exemption from full committee review. You will not 
receive a hard copy or letter.
This secure electronic notification between password protected 
authentications has been deemed by the University of Minnesota to 
constitute a legal signature.
The study number above is assigned to your research. That number and 
the title of your study must be used in all communication with the IRB 
office.
Research that involves observation can be approved under this category 
without obtaining consent.
SURVEY OR INTERVIEW RESEARCH APPROVED AS EXEMPT UNDER THIS CATEGORY IS 
LIMITED TO ADULT SUBJECTS.
This exemption is valid for five years from the date of this 
correspondence and will be filed inactive at that time. You will 
receive a notification prior to inactivation. If this research will 
extend beyond five years, you must submit a new application to the IRB 
before the study?s expiration date.
Upon receipt of this email, you may begin your research. If you have 
questions, please call the IRB office at (612) 626-5654.
You may go to the View Completed section of eResearch Central at 
http://eresearch.umn.edu/ to view further details on your study.
The IRB wishes you success with this research.
We have created a short survey that will only take a couple of minutes 
to complete. The questions are basic, but will give us guidance on what 
areas are showing improvement and what areas we need to focus on:
https://umsurvey.umn.edu/index.php?sid=3 6122&lang=um
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Appendix B
Permission from the participating public liberal arts institution
November 17, 2009
To Whom it May Concern:
With careful consideration and attention, I have granted Erin Christensen, M.Ed 
candidate, permission to use the University of Minnesota Foundation alumni email 
records to assist with her Master of Education thesis project in the survey form. As 
director of the alumni relations and annual giving programs at the University of 
Minnesota, Morris I feel this research project not only holds merit in the realm of 
education, but also helps to further the programs and efficiencies of the alumni relations 
and annual giving profession.
Sincerely,
Carla Riley
Director, Alumni Relations and Annual Giving
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Appendix C
Notification of Institutional Review Board (IRB) Change in Protocol Form Status
(request for additional subjects)
Request for IRB Approval for Change in Protocol
IRB Study Number: 0911E74433 
Principal Investigator: Erin Christensen
Primary Title: The Young Alumnus Propensity to Give: Identifying common 
characteristics of a young alumni donor at a small public liberal arts university. 
Submission Date: Original submission date: November 17, 2009. Change in protocol 
submission date: January 19, 2010
Indicate the type of change/addition and attach all applicable documents:
Protocol Amendment: Version            , Dated 
Revised Investigator Brochure: Version            , Dated 
Recruitment Changes/Advertisements 
Notice of Closure to Accrual 
Change(s) to Study Procedures 
Other: Request for additional subjects
COMMON CHARACTERISTICS OF A YOUNG ALUMNI DONOR
Briefly summarize the change(s). For protocol amendments, do not say “See 
summary of changes provided with amendment”. Rather, summarize the nature of 
the significant revisions.
This change in protocol is a request for additional subjects to be included in the study 
after an assessment of need conducted by the principle investigator. The number of 
additional subjects requested is 200 in order to reach a 95% confidence level.
Describe the rationale for the change(s):
The original study focused on one group (donors); whereas, the study will now compare 
two groups, donors and non-donors in order to accurately research the philanthropic 
characteristics of young alumni donors versus non-donors. The request for additional 
subjects is to increase the reliability and confidence level of the research findings.
In your opinion as principal investigator, how will these changes affect the overall 
risk to subjects in this study?
Per the original request, anonymity will be fully granted to all subjects, including the 
increased number of subjects; therefore, the request for additional subjects will not affect 
the overall risk to the subjects.
Do the changes to the study prompt changes to the consent form(s)?
No.
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Yes: Attach a copy of the revised consent form(s) with changes tracked or 
highlighted as well as a clean copy. Use this space to further describe consent form 
changes if necessary:
Erin S. Christensen______________ January 19, 2010__________
Principal Investigator’s Signature Date
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Appendix D
Electronic Consent Form Information
The Young Alumnus’ Propensity to Give: Identifying common characteristics of a young 
alumni donor at a small public liberal arts college.
You are invited to be in a research study identifying the common characteristics among 
young alumni donors at the University of Minnesota, Morris. Please read this form and 
ask any questions you may have before agreeing to be in the study. You were selected as 
a possible participant because you are a graduate of the last decade at the University of 
Minnesota, Morris.
This study is being conducted by: Erin Christensen, UMM alumna and UMD M.Ed. 
candidate.
Background Information
The purpose of this study is: to identify common personal characteristics of young 
alumni, graduates of the last decade who are donors, to better determine which 
characteristics inspire philanthropic activity at small public liberal art institutions.
Procedures:
If you agree to be in this study, please participate in the following 3-5 minute online 
survey.
Risks and Benefits of being in the Study
There are no risks involved within this study.
The benefits to participate in this study include helping to provide a better understanding 
of UMM alumni and further alumni development work.
Compensation:
There is no compensation for completing this survey. Thank you for your time. 
Confidentiality:
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The records of this study will be kept private. In any sort of report that may be published, 
it will not include any information that will make it possible to identify a subject. 
Research records will be stored securely and only the researcher will have access to the 
records.
Voluntary Nature of the Study:
Participation in this study is voluntary. Your decision whether or not to participate will 
not affect your current or future relations with the University of Minnesota, Morris. If 
you decide to participate, you are free to not answer any question or withdraw at any time 
without affecting those relationships.
Contacts and Questions:
The researcher conducting this study is: Erin Christensen. You may ask her any questions 
you have. If you have questions later, you are encouraged to contact her at the University 
of Minnesota, Morris, 320-589-6067, schellin@morris.umn.edu. You also may ask the 
researcher's advisor (Kim Riordan, kriordan@d.umn.edu, 218-726-7251) any questions 
you may have by email or phone.
If you have any questions or concerns regarding this study and would like to talk to 
someone other than the researcher(s), you are encouraged to contact the Research 
Subjects’ Advocate Line, D528 Mayo, 420 Delaware St. Southeast, Minneapolis, 
Minnesota 55455; (612) 625-1650.
Please print a copy of this information to keep for your records:
Statement of Consent:
To certify that you have read the above statements, have received answers to all your 
questions, and voluntarily give your consent to participate in this study, continue with the 
survey. If not, please close your browser.
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Electronic Questionnaire
Demographic Information (page 1):
1. What is your age?
a. 26 or under
b. 27-31
c. 32-40
d. 41 or older
2. What is your gender?
a. Female
b. Male
3. What is your current marital status?
a. Divorced
b. Married/Partner
c. Separated
d. Single
e. Widowed
f. Would rather not say
Household Information (page 2):
4. Where do you currently live? 
a. Twin Cities area of MN
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b. Within approximately 60 miles from Morris, MN
c. Out of State (not MN)
d. Out of the country
e. Other
5. What is your current household income?
a. Under $30,000
b. $30,000 - $49,999
c. $50,000 - $74,999
d. $75,000 - $99,999
e. $100,000 or More
f. Would rather not say
6. How many children under 18 years old live in your household?
a. None
b. 1
c. 2
d. 3
e. 4 or more 
Involvement (page 3):
7. As a student at UMM, how involved were you with extracurricular activities 
(athletics, clubs, organizations, etc.)?
a. Highly involved (More than 5 extracurricular activities)
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b. Somewhat involved (3 - 5 extracurricular activities)
c. Involved (2 extracurricular activities)
d. Less involved (1 or 0 extracurricular activities)
8. As a student, did you participate/donate to the senior legacy program (this 
program was inaugurated in 2007, this will not apply to all respondents)
a. Yes
b. No
c. I don’t remember
9. As an alumnus, how involved are you with UMM?
a. Highly Involved (attend 3 or more alumni events per year and/or come back to 
visit campus at least once per year)
b. Involved (attend 1 or 2 alumni events per year and try to visit campus when 
time allows)
c. Less Involved (have attended an alumni event and visited campus in the past)
d. Not involved (have never attended an alumni event or been back to campus)
10. What was your undergraduate degree major? (List all that apply)
a.____________________  
b.____________________  
c.____________________
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11. Are you a donor of your alma mater institution?
a. Yes
b. No
Appendix F 
Coding Scheme for Questionnaire 
Demographic Information (page 1):
1. What is your age?
a. 26 or under - 0
b. 27-31 - 1
c. 32-40-2
d. 41 or older - 3
2. What is your gender?
a. Female - 0
b. Male -1
3. What is your current marital status?
a. Divorced - 0
b. Married/Partner -1
c. Separated - 2
d. Single - 3
e. Widowed - 4
f. Would rather not say - 5 
Household Information (page 2):
4. Where do you currently live?
a. Twin Cities area of MN -0
b. Within approximately 60 miles from Morris, MN -1
c. Out of State (not MN) - 2
d. Out of the country - 3
e. Other - 4
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5. What is your current household income?
a. Under $30,000 - 0
b. $30,000 - $49,999 -1
c. $50,000 - $74,999 - 2
d. $75,000 - $99,999 - 3
e. $100,000 or more - 4
f. Would rather not say - 5
6. How many children under 18 years old live in your household?
a. None - 0
b. 1-1
c . 2 - 2
d. 3 -  3
e. 4 or more - 4 
Involvement (page 3):
7. As a student at UMM, how involved were you with extracurricular activities 
(athletics, clubs, organizations, etc.)?
a. Highly involved (More than 5 extracurricular activities) - 0
c. Somewhat involved (3 -5 extracurricular activities) - 1
d. Involved (2 extracurricular activities) - 2
e. Less involved (1 or 0 extracurricular activities) - 3
8. As a student, did you participate/donate to the senior legacy program (this 
program was inaugurated in 2007, this will not apply to all respondents)
a. Yes - 0
b. No - 1
c. I don’t remember - 2
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9. As an alumnus, how involved are you with UMM?
a. Highly Involved (attend 3 or more alumni events per year and/or come back to 
visit campus at least once per year) - 0
b. Involved (attend 1 or 2 alumni events per year and try to visit campus when 
time allows) -1
c. Less Involved (have attended an alumni event and visited campus in the past) -
2
d. Not involved (have never attended an alumni event or been back to campus) - 3
10. What was your undergraduate degree major? (List all that apply) 
a. Each of the 37 majors were assigned a number 0 - 36.
11. Are you a donor of your alma mater institution?
a. Yes - 1
b. No-0
c. I don’t know - 2
* All non-responses will be coded as 99.
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Summary Statistics Table G1
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Variable Mean S.D.
Age 27-31 .70491
Gender Female .47809
Marital Status Married/Partner 1.11836
Geographic Location Twin Cities 1.38230
Income $50,000 -$74,999 1.43601
Number of Children 0 .55653
Student Involvement Somewhat Involved 1.03770
Student Philanthropy 
Involvement
No 49.38314
Alumni Involvement Less Involved .86381
Major Management, Biology 22.85337
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1. Age * Donor
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Chi-Square Tests
Value df
Asymp. Sig. (2- 
sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 13.723a 6 .033
Likelihood Ratio 15.655 6 .016
Linear-by-Linear Association 5.530 1 .019
N of Valid Cases 70
a. 8 ceils (66.7%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum 
expected count is .11.
2. Gender * Donor
Chi-Square Tests
Value df
Asymp. Sig. (2- 
sided)
Pearson Chi-Square .465a 2 .793
Likelihood Ratio .443 2 .801
Linear-by-Linear Association .196 1 .658
N of Valid Cases 70
a. 2 cells (33.3%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum 
expected count is 1.37.
3. Marital * Donor
Chi-Square Tests
Value df
Asymp. Sig. (2- 
sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 4.126a 6 .660
Likelihood Ratio 4.690 6 .584
Linear-by-Linear Association 1.613 1 .204
N of Valid Cases 70
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4. Geographical * Donor
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Chi-Square Tests
Value df
Asymp. Sig. (2- 
sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 16.014a 8 .042
Likelihood Ratio 14.451 8 .071
Linear-by-Linear Association .824 1 .364
N of Valid Cases 70
a. 10 cells (66.7%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum 
expected count is .11.
5. Income * Donor
Chi-Square Tests
Value df
Asymp. Sig. (2- 
sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 24.048a 10 .007
Likelihood Ratio 24.275 10 .007
Linear-by-Linear Association 10.524 1 .001
N of Valid Cases 70
a. 12 cells (66.7%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum 
expected count is .17.
6. Child * Donor 
Chi-Square Tests 
Value df
Asymp. Sig. (2- 
sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 5.283a 4 .259
Likelihood Ratio 4.346 4 .361
Linear-by-Linear Association 2.667 1 .102
N of Valid Cases 70
a. 6 cells (66.7%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum 
expected count is .23.
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7. Student Involvement * Donor
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Chi-Square Tests
Value df
Asymp. Sig. (2- 
sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 4.652a 6 .589
Likelihood Ratio 5.229 6 .515
Linear-by-Linear Association .313 1 .576
N of Valid Cases 70
a. 6 cells (50.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum 
expected count is .57.
8. Philanthropy Program * Donor
Chi-Square Tests
Value df
Asymp. Sig. (2- 
sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 33.819a 6 .000
Likelihood Ratio 26.797 6 .000
Linear-by-Linear Association .992 1 .319
N of Valid Cases 70
a. 8 cells (66.7%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum 
expected count is .06.
9. Alumni Involvement * Donor
Chi-Square Tests
Value df
Asymp. Sig. (2- 
sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 20.832a 6 .002
Likelihood Ratio 20.887 6 .002
Linear-by-Linear Association 7.11 1 .008
N of Valid Cases 70
a. 7 cells (58.3%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum 
expected count is .34.
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10. Major * Donor
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Chi-Square Tests
Value df
Asymp. Sig. (2- 
sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 34.058a 38 .652
Likelihood Ratio 35.994 38 .563
Linear-by-Linear Association .216 1 .642
N of Valid Cases 70
a. 59 cells (98.3%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum 
expected count is .06.
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